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fromthe examner's rejection of clains 1-14, which constitute
all the clains in the application.

The clained invention pertains to a nmethod and appar at us
for converting an input image made up of a plurality of pixels
into an output inmage nmade up of a plurality of pixels. Mre
specifically, input pixels which correspond to an edge region are
converted to snooth output pixels by considering the intensity
val ues of pixels which surround the edge pi xel

Representative claim1l is reproduced as foll ows:

1. A nethod of processing an input imge having a
plurality of input pixels to generate an output inmage having a
plurality of output pixels, conprising the steps performed for

each input pixel, of:

a first formng step of formng a first value from
intensities of a first set of pixels around the input pixel;

determ ning whether the first value is a nenber of a
first set of val ues;

a first setting step of setting an output pixel
intensity, corresponding to the input pixel, in accordance with
an intensity of the input pixel, if the first value is not a
menber of the first set of val ues;

ot herwi se, a second form ng step of form ng a second
value fromintensities of a second set of pixels around the input
pi xel , the second set of pixels including a pixel that is not
included in the first set of pixels;

a second setting step of setting an output pixel
intensity, corresponding to the input pixel, in accordance with
t he second val ue.

The exam ner relies on the follow ng references:

2



Appeal No. 95-2848
Appl ication 07/796, 971

Ki t anur a 4, 703, 363 Cct. 27, 1987
Koj i ma 5, 036, 405 July 30, 1991

D. F. Bantz et al. (Bantz), “Anti-Aliasing Video Lookup Table,”
| BM Technical Disclosure Bulletin, Vol. 27, No 10B, March 1985,
pages 6339-6342.

Clains 1-14 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103. As
evi dence of obvi ousness the exam ner offers Kitamura in view of
Kojima with respect to clains 1, 4, 5, 8, 11 and 12, and adds
Bantz with respect to clains 2, 3, 6, 7, 9, 10, 13 and 14.

Rat her than repeat the argunents of appellant or the
exam ner, we nmake reference to the briefs and the answers for the
respective details thereof.

OPI NI ON

We have carefully considered the subject matter on
appeal, the rejections advanced by the exam ner and the evidence
of obviousness relied upon by the exam ner as support for the
rejections. W have, |ikew se, reviewed and taken into
consideration, in reaching our decision, the appellant’s
argunents set forth in the briefs along wwth the examner's
rationale in support of the rejections and argunents in rebuttal
set forth in the exam ner's answers.

It is our view, after consideration of the record before
us, that the collective evidence relied upon and the |evel of
skill in the particular art would not have suggested to one of
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ordinary skill in the art the obviousness of the invention as set
forth in clainms 1-14. Accordingly, we reverse.

We consider first the rejection of clains 1, 4, 5, 8, 11
and 12 under 35 U. S.C. § 103 as unpatentabl e over the teachings
of Kitamura and Kojima. Appellant has nom nally indicated that
dependent clains 4, 5, 11 and 12 are separately patentable from
i ndependent clains 1 and 8 and has presented separate argunents
in support thereof [brief, pages 5 and 8-9]. Thus, we wl|
consider the rejection of independent clainms 1 and 8 separately
fromthe rejection of dependent clainms 4, 5, 11 and 12.

Caiml is directed to a nethod for carrying out the
invention, and claim8 is essentially directed to an equi val ent
apparatus drafted in nmeans plus function format. The exam ner
has pointed out the teachings of Kitanura and Kojima, has
identified the perceived differences between Kitanura and cl ai ns
1 and 8, and has provided an analysis as to why Kitanmura woul d
have been nodified wth the teachings of Kojima to arrive at the
invention of clainms 1 and 8 [answer, pages 3-4]. Appell ant
argues that the applied prior art contains no guidance of how the
features of Kitamura and Kojinma could be conmbined to achi eve the
clainmed invention, and that the notivation to make the exam ner’s

attenpted conbi nati on does not conme fromw thin the prior art.
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For reasons which we will discuss in nore detail bel ow, we agree
wi th appellant’s position.

As a general rule in rejecting clains under 35 U S. C
8§ 103, it is incunbent upon the exam ner to establish a factual

basis to support the I egal conclusion of obviousness. See In re

Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 1073, 5 USPQ2d 1596, 1598 (Fed. Cir. 1988).
In so doing, the exam ner is expected to nmake the factual

determ nations set forth in G.ahamv. John Deere Co., 383 US. 1

17, 148 USPQ 459, 467 (1966), and to provide a reason why one
having ordinary skill in the pertinent art would have been led to
nodi fy the prior art or to conbine prior art references to arrive
at the clained invention. Such reason nust stemfrom sone

t eachi ng, suggestion or inplication in the prior art as a whole
or know edge generally available to one having ordinary skill in

the art. Uniroval Inc. v. Rudkin-WIley Corp., 837 F.2d 1044,

1051, 5 USPRd 1434, 1438 (Fed. Cr.), cert. denied, 488 U S 825

(1988); Ashland G I, Inc. v. Delta Resins & Refractories, Inc.

776 F.2d 281, 293, 227 USPQ 657, 664 (Fed. Gr. 1985), cert.

denied, 475 U. S. 1017 (1986); ACS Hospital Systens, Inc. v.

Mont efiore Hospital, 732 F.2d 1572, 1577, 221 USPQ 929, 933 (Fed.
Cir. 1984). These show ngs by the exam ner are an essential part

of conplying wwth the burden of presenting a prima facie case of
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obvi ousness. Note In re Qetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 1445, 24 USPQd

1443, 1444 (Fed. Cir. 1992).

When these rules are considered under the facts of this
case, we agree with appellant that there is no basis for the
artisan to conbine the teachings of Kojinma with the teachings of
Kitamura in the manner proposed by the exam ner. The exam ner
has recogni zed that Kitamura fails to suggest the second form ng
step in which a second intensity value is cal cul ated using at
| east one different pixel than was used in the first formng
step. Kitanmura teaches a single calculation step using four
pi xel s adj acent to the pixel of interest. Although Kojim
teaches a technique for adjusting a pixel of interest by
successively looking at different surrounding pixels, Kojinma
nmerely replaces the pixel of interest with one of the surrounding
pi xel values, and no form ng of a second val ue takes place as
recited in the clainms. Thus, neither reference teaches the
cl ai med techni que of cal cul ating one value as a threshold
condition and cal cul ating a second val ue using at |east one
di fferent pixel when the threshold is not reached.

We can see no reason why the artisan would seek to nodify
the Kitanmura technique with the techni que disclosed by Koji na.

Kojima repairs defective pixels by replacing themw th good or
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previ ously anmended pi xels and does not consider the relative
intensities of surrounding pixels at all. Additionally, the
Koj i ma techni que woul d not enhance the performance of the
Kitamura device, and as pointed out by appellant, would |ikely
result in the edge pixels of Kitamura being | ess snooth rather
than nore snmooth. There would thus be no notivation to even
attenpt to apply the pixel correction technique of Kojima to the
snoot hi ng techni que descri bed by Kitanura.

For all the reasons just discussed, the record in this
case does not support the obviousness of the invention as set
forth in clains 1 and 8. Therefore, we do not sustain the
rejection of clains 1 and 8. Since clains 4, 5, 11 and 12 depend
fromeither claim1 or claim8, we also do not sustain the
rejection of these clains.

We now consider the rejection of clainms 2, 3, 6, 7, 9,
10, 13 and 14 under 35 U.S.C. 8 103 as unpatentable over the
teachings of Kitanura, Kojima and Bantz. Appellant indicates
that these clainms stand or fall together [brief, pages 5 and 9-
10]. These clainms are all dependent clains which depend from
either claim1 or claim8. For reasons discussed above, the
invention of clainms 1 and 8 is not suggested by the collective

teachings of Kitanura and Kojima. Therefore, the first question
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to be considered is whether the teachings of Bantz overcone the
deficiencies present in the rejection of clains 1 and 8.

Bantz was cited only for its teaching of using a video
| ookup table for acquiring anti-aliasing values to be used in
snoot hi ng edge pixels. The |ookup table is recited only in the
dependent clains. Bantz provides no teachings relevant to the
formation of first and second values related to the intensities
of different sets of pixels surrounding the pixel of interest.
Thus, we find nothing in Bantz which corrects the deficiencies in
the teachings of Kitanmura and Kojima. Therefore, we do not
sustain the rejection of dependent clains 2, 3, 6, 7, 9, 10, 13
and 14 as proposed by the exam ner based upon the record before
us.

In sunmary, we have not sustained either of the
rejections set forth by the examner. Accordingly, the decision
of the examner rejecting clains 1-14 is reversed.

REVERSED

JAMVES D. THOVAS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

BOARD OF PATENT



Appeal No. 95-2848
Appl ication 07/796, 971

JERRY SM TH
Adm ni strative Patent Judge APPEALS AND
| NTERFERENCES

JAMVES T. CARM CHAEL
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

N N N N N N N

FI NNEGAN, HENDERSQON, FARABOW
GARRETT and DUNNER

1300 | Street, N W

Suite 700

Washi ngt on, DC 20005



